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ABSTRACT

A theoretical paper presenting an analysis of employee militancy expressed

through their union, as it derives from individual employee attachment to' work.
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ORGANIZATIONAL BONDS AIM UNION 1431ITANCY

Robert Dubin*

University California, Irvine .

Theie.have been few serious attempts to characterize union militancy

according to the features of the work milieu. Isolation of work setting

combined with danger and a shared work-living culture ewe been indicated

as sources of militancy among miners and dock.workers.1( But union militancy

is also found under other conditions of work. Capitalistic exploitation has

been alleged to be the stimulus for militant worker responies in the dialectic

of the class struggle.' There are, however, many genuine unions inlcapitalist

economies that are not militant. The militancy of unions has been attributed

to the quality of union leadership, but again this factor is insufficient to

account for variability in militancy.' Finally, the balance of loyalty given

to union or employer has been considered a source of worker militancy in uniOn-

management relationse-

None of these approaches )as produced a reasonably satisfactory theory

of union militancy in collective bargaining.
.,It seems worthwhile to try

again. The discussion will be in three parts: (1) stating the theoretical

model; (2) illustrating features of the model; and (3) drawing out general

implications of the theory.



Model of Union Militancy

2.

. .

I start with a conclusion that persons, select features of all their
.*

regOAr milieux to which they become affectively attached : Work is a stan-

dard daily milieu and hasvithin it sources .of-attachment-formorkersY--

Attachment to features of an environment involves two steps: (1) atte&- .

tion to such features, and (2) assignment of some affective importance to

them. Attachment may be distinguished from commitment since the latter re-.
\ .

quires positive affect, while attachment is independent of whether.the affect

is positive ormegative. At achment may also be distinguished from what is

loosely Called motivation f r work. Motivation, like commitment, implies a

positive affect.g

The environment of work has unlimited features that may become sources

of attachment to work. Large categories.ofwork environment features to which

attachment may develop include: the work itself; the people whoaile working

colleagues; the quality of human relations found tithe workplace; the products

of labor; the technology and equipment used in getting work done; the employing

organization and managerial behaviors in it; and thebroad range of payoffs for

working. Eadh of these categories may, in turn,, be 'subdivided into specific

individual features. For example, the work itself may provide sources of indi-

vidual attachment to variety, skill, routine, challenge, attention,interdepen-
, r

dente with others, and autonomy as more detailed characteristics of the work

performed.

An individual in a working environment pays attention, often electively,
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to features of that environment. Indeed,. it is perfectly clear that individual
11

differences will manifest themselves among workers in the particular combinations

of rircles of attachment to work that each develops ,1" Skilled workers will have

attachments to work--distinguishable_from unskilled; male workers will differ

female workers; white collar workers will be unlike blue collar workers,, etc.

Thus, in any work force, there will be many sources of attachment to work, and

variability among individual workers in their particular sources of work attach-

merit;

The affective response to sources of attachment to work run the full gamut.

We can define affective responses as either positive or negAtive. Positive affect

of "liking," "preferring," "appreciating," etc. seem obviously to be associated

with "attachment to." Negative affect of "disliking," "rejection," "disparaging,"

etc. are not so obviously associated with "attachment to." Consider, however,

that a work feature generating dislike may be Converted into.a source of liking

by changing its context or cOndition. In a simple example,\dislike for features

of a newly introduced technology may transform into liking for the.identical tech-

nical features, as we have learned from several studies.§/

The affective condition-of indifference is the accurate indicator of non-

attachment. There is undoubtedly much in working environments about' which workers

are indifferent. This. is one of the saving graces of modern industrial...work,

since if its entire environment was affectively potent, it would be almost im-

possible so to design work environments as to make them reasonably habitable.

The research dealinr with alienation from industrial work has lumped together the
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negative affective response and the indifferent response. As a result, we

have vastly overestimated the quantity of alienation from mark ascribed to

modern industrial workers. Dissatisfaction and alienation are not the same.

The sooner we recognize this the sooner we will be able to make More and better

sense in our analyses of work.21

The idea of unicn militancy emphasizes the aggressiveness with which a .

union pursues its goals in collective bargaining:j The militancy of a union is

measured by the willingness. to use, and the actual employment of economic and
o

physical force in gaining collective bargaining. ends. Unions, as organizations

are for bargaining with employers. There are other rorms of work organizations

ranging from mutual aid societies to producers' co-operatives that are not pro-

perly designated "uniona." Militancy is therefOre relevant to the union-manage-

ment relationship. This contrasts,with other avenues within which militancy may

be expressed by workers' organizations. For example, in relation to government,'

as a political pressure group pushing for legislative advantage, or as a defiant

group coui:ttervailing the police powers of the state.12(
1.%

SinCeia union represents the collective will of the workers within its

jurisdiction, we may-proceed to build a model of the relationshipbetweenihdividual

attachments to work and the-collective action of workers in union-Management rela-

tions. .Ve will sum up the individual attachments to work and suggest their rela-
1 4

tionshiP-to the amount of militancy in union action.

A union, being a collectivity, rAins and holds its following by!epresenting

'the issues of concern to its members. *These concerns are the individual workers'.
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attachments to work. Thus, the union program in collective bargaining is

a summary of the collective interests (or sources of work attachment) of its

5.

____

members. The broader .the sources of work attachment shared among union members,

he broader is the range of collective bargainim-concernS for their union. As .

the number of subjects of bargaining increases, the amount of linkage of the

union with its employer bargaining partner. also in4reases.

The union\ by generalizing the sources.of worker attachment to work and

bargaining abot them, becomes involved in the institution of work itself. A

principle under ies the relationship between involvement and the willingness to

threaten the source of involvement. The dynamic is: the more the sources of in-

volvement, the less. is-the propensity to threaten the institution of involvement)/

For example, a rllng elite, being fully involved (i.e., in many behavioral areas

of the social sy teM it dominates) is the leastaikely-source of challenge to that

social system, while the disadvantaged class of a society (having fearer sources

of attachment to it) is more likely militantly. to challenge its present feaures.li

We may now express the relationship between sources of attachment-tomork \

and union militancy. The law of interaction is: the greater the number of-sourceSL

of attachment to work among a'group of workers, the less is the militancy with

'!which their union will act in collective bargaining. Graphically, this may be

'represented as in Figure 1.

Figure 1 about here

11111MM010
This formulation of the relationship. between number of sources of attachment



to.work and-union militancy is grounded, first of all, in the social psycho-

logical lewtthat the greater the involvement, the legs likelihood there is

to attack the source of the.invdtvement. The relationship is also grounded

1..n the conclusion that a labor union expresses in its-policies the collected

expectaficos of its members, which, for our analytical purposes is their atfach-

ments to work.

Features of the Model

We can further elucidate the model by ordering the sources of at chment

to work so that they have an historically accurate structure that at he same

time bears a relationship to union militancy. Consider that a very lbw level

of at*hment to work can he expressed in the classic American phrase that unions

bargain for "wages, hours, and working conditions." This means that one payoff

for workingwages; one demand of work--hours invested by workers; and one broad

environmental featureworking conditions, constitute three principal sources of

attachment to work. When. theSe alone are what attach workers to their jobs, we

can expect that union militancy will be very high in seeking their optimal. reali-

nation.

If we now add to that list another. stratum of sources (of attachment to work,

like health and welfare protection afforded through collective bargaining; job

bidding; union hiring hall;. checkoff. of union dues; exclusive bargaining rights;

guaranteed annual waged; and paid.holidays arid vacations, we extend the sources

of attachment to work, and according to the model, will reduce the union militancy

in collective bargaining. Finally, if we add another layer. of sources of attach-



ment to work on top of the first two, including such features as: availability

of housing andAesubsidized housing; day care nurseries for children of female

workers;recreation facilities; consumer purchasing_facilities;.coilsultative.

intervention in the work processes;. we extend the sources of attachment to work,

even further and reduce the tendency of unions to be aggressive in bollective

bargaining. Indeed, 'when on,top of these sources of attachment to\workmamage-
i

ment- ceases to be so distinctive in its functions from workers tha it no longer

represents a permanent class, 'then we can perceive the possibility that the

sources of attachhent to work are so Thrge in number that unionism is no longer,

\
relevant to the work situation and militancy of the work force vis a vis itself

as management app hes tero.12(

In Figure 2 e have graphically suggested the more detailed relationship

between number of sources of attachment to work and union militancy.

A

Figure 2 about here

In international Comparisons of the relative militancy of labor unions

it seems clear that there is an apparent negative correlation with the number

of sourcesof attachment to work over which unions bargain, or are involved, in

the work institution. For example, in the Scandinavian countries and West Geimahy,

as well as in the socialist bloc countries, there is a relatively high involvement

of the unions in bargaining over or administering a brOad range of sourced.ofit4ork

attachments of.their members. There is also a relatively low level of union mili-

tancy. For the Scandinavian countries, thAS has been attributed to indudtry-wide
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Collective bargaining and joint actions with management that has been charac-
.,

terized as the "middle way." For the socialist countries, this hasbeen .

buted_to the reduction of antagonism between managers and workers produced by

the state ownership of enterprises. Perhaps the reason we get two similar out-
?

Comes lies in the common feature characteriiing both kinds of societies -- that,..

unions, or worker organizations, are heavily, nvolyed in dealing with an extended.

1

range of work attachments. This has increased their or commitnent to

the work organization and thereby lower theiii'militaney and, propensity to attack

it.'

In countries where union involvement in bargainihg over the sources ofigork

attachment of theit, members isinot extensive, the level of union militancy is

somewhat higher than in the Scandinavian and socialist countries. This seen to

be the case in the United Kingdom and in Italy, and probably in the United!ptates,

as well

In the historical development of a single country, the relationship between

union militancy and the range of member work at chments over which it bargains

is very clearly revealed. Thus, the labor movement in the United States has re-

.duced its level of militancy as the arena of collective bargaining has been widened'

to encompass a large number of member work attachments.) ( This is not to assert,

of course, that unions have been less successfltt.Wecause of their declining"mili-

tancy. On the contrary, the very tact that' they bectme more.involvectlh the work "
4

institution ray heighten their chances of success in bargairdrey Thy is true for
140

,

a variety of reasons including: the greater understandingvef work organizations

on the panbfof union bargaincvsilY the acceptance of the 'role of unions by

mentl, the willingness. to shirt the costs of union-won bargains to_consumers; and
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the legitimation of the bargaining process as'the means for distributing

c
productivity gains to the eMploye4 work force.12(

It may be realistic to conclde that the Model 'proposed in this paper

makes sense of some of the existing knowledge about variability in union

militancy among,different,countries, different kinds-of economies, and through

the historical period of Union_ development ..in a kngleCountry. The results

are promising enough to warrant further exploration of we theory.

Implications of the Model

We may draw several interesting implications and conclusions fran this

analysis.

(1) The development of modern managerial paternalism may be .a significant

means by which to minimize union militancy. This is especially .true under con-

ditions where the paternalism is carried out by broadening the areas of worker

N5-attachment to work. This would include, for example, providing housing and

recreational facilities as well as medical facilities and other services in the

job setting and directly tied to working in the particular organization. As the

number of sources of attachment to work is increased, the militancy of the unions

representing workers will be diminished since unions will be less able to mobilize

attacks on the work organization that run counter to attachments workers feel to-

ward it.

\'hould be recogniZed that modern .managerial

and enlightened in its goals. The objective is not

rather to maximize cooperation in a collusive sense

paternalism is often objective

so much exploitation but,.
/against the consumer.11
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The paternalism is designed to provide inducements for continued effective work

that will harnes,commliment of individua1:workers-to their performance in the

organization. Over all, probably. the mast widely practiced paternalism will be

found in governmental units under capitalism and in state enterprises under

socialism. The ultimate development of modern managerial paternalism is in

socialist states where there is a relatiVe shortage of consumer products, and

especially of housing.I:k The withering away'of labor unions in their tradi-

.

/ .

tional collective bargaining functions in socialist economies, and especially

the near disappearance of militancy in union behavior (the recent Polish strikes

were, after all, "wildcat" and an expression of union mllitancy;,byt note' that

they were directed at the consumer interests of workers) can be attributed to'

the fact that the work institution becomes the central Organizing institution for

allocating housing assignments, vacation opportunities, purchasing privileges,

1

etc., thereby increasing.the range of sources of attachment to work.

At the other extreme from socialist economies is the case of Japan. Agaih

we can note the very special attention given in the Japanese culture to maxi-

mizing attachment to work through the use of the work organization as, the allo-

cating social agency for many social services including especially housing and

continuity of employment and promotion. Eve'nLthespecial Japanese c' tural pat-

tern of consultation has, in the industrial organization, become a ignificantil

additional source of attachmentto:workA2( Thus, the Japanese c turei 'by making

20/
the work setting the focal institUtion--- of the society under industrialization

has proVided the eflt. maximizing sources of attachment to work. It is

not surprising to find that Japanese labor unions display a characteristic low

4
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level of success. The Japanese unions are relatively'militant precisely because

of the limited range of worker attachments to.work over which they can bargain,

e so many sources of attachment to the work institution have already been pre-

/empted by employer actions.

(2) Most of what is now considered enlightened managerial $ractice visa vis

workers is designed to'broaden the number of sources of attachment to work. Stem,-

ming frOm the lewinianat conclusions relating participation to commitment; great

efforts have been bent toward providing employee participation at all levels in

ongoing,.work deciSions. This certainly adds a significant source of work attach-

ment. Job enlargement and job enrichment are-designed to bring more of the skills

and aptitudes of the worker into play and therefore use the self, through self-

actualization, as A.potent added source of work attachment.22/ The ;elaxation of

rigid requirements regarding demeanor, dress, talking while working, are additional

,practices that increase the sense of individual autonomy at.work, making autonomy

another source of work attachment. Especially in Europe, including the socialist

countries, where housing, social services, and recreation opportunities are in

short supply, they have been made available largely through participation of indi-

'.cher sources ofviduals in the work institution, using these payoffs as still o

work.attachment. In imMigrant-receiving countries, like Israel (but also inclUding

the'European countries that supplement their national labor supply by importing

millions of temporary laborers from Southern and Eastern European countries), there

is a notable lack of labor union militancy, and .even of organized labor unions,

which may be attributed to the fact that the work institution is utilized as the

principal institution,through;which the immigrant is linked to the receiving society
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and, therefore, it is the one institution to which attachment is maximized."g"

(3) In any society where labor unions have developed collective bargaining

functions, the degree of their militancy is dependent upon their limited concen-

tration on features of the collective agreement. The more broadly the union be-

comes entangled with the ..entire operation of a-company, the less is it likely to

be militant_in pursuing the collective will of its members precisely be.oause they

and the union have multiple sources of attachment to work and the company pro-

viding it. Thus, the:union goals in collective bargaining-move in two directions:

to limit the range of bargaining issues so as not to become entangled with the

company by becoMing involved in additional sources of attachment to work; and to

gain at least joint control, if not exclusive control, over those additional

-sources of attachment to work into which the union concern expands. Refusal to

establish join1/4 work measurement or time study operations would be a union move

to achieve the first goal. A union demand that a health and welfare program

negotiated through collective bargaining be controlled exclusively by union offi-

cers is a move to satisfy the second goal.

Where unions have broadened their concern with and bargaining over sources

of attachment to work, they have increased the amount of their commitment to the
\

work organization at the expense of their militancy. This finds expression in

the development of statesmanship in bargaining with employers; the entry of top

union officials into the power 'elite of, the political and economic structure;

the extension of-the period of labor contracts so as to guarantee labor peace

for ever longer periods of time; the policing of an industry to insure that no



single competitor cari gain market advantage of the "good" companies that bar

gain peacefully with the union; joint action with employers to protect against
7 ;

the import of good produced by low wage foreign labor; and cooperation on

productivity underthc, limited circuMstane48 of threat to the employer's economic

health0 The 4imate involvement in all aspects of work attachment by unions

occurs when the union literally takes over the productive enterprise, as in the

current situationfon the Clyde among Scottish shipyards, or when a union estab-
.

fishes or becomes; a produders' cooperative. Clearly militancy against the enter-

prise approaches! zero under these.circumstances.

(4) In,the:tactias of collective bargaining a'union can mobilize its mem-.

bers to militant action only by focusing attention upon a liMited number of

issues, like wage levels.. When the union focuses upon one or only a few sources

of attachment tO work.in order to utilize discontent to rouse Workers to economic

action, it does so with the clear recognition that.Such a tactic is most likely

to produce the desired willingness to be militant among its members. This does

not mean, once a strike has been threatened or called, that the union bargainers

deal only wit}1 the rallying issues that raised the militancy of the members. In-

deed, it is wally the case that a wider range of issues is taken to the bar-

gaining tdbl which tactically cannot be given public focus among members since

the scope of the issues will.produce recognition that workers are tied to the

company by sources of attachment to work. .

The tactics on the company side are to seek to gain

that they Ire many sources of attachment to work and by

willingre0. to be militant. Public statements issued by

1

worker recognition (//'

so doing to reduce their'

management preceeding
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and during a strike are dincted at VIAL e/Id. The more management is able
irsyo

to convince its empleyees that they have many sources of atpchment tlfwork,

some of whose payoffs my be interrupted by a strike, the greater is the pro-

bability that the workers 'will weigh, off their commitment to work agAinst their

commitment to the union's tactical goals.

It is therefore suggestedothat attachment to work may become a useful

concept with which to gain a. greater kOlhderstanding of tactics employed'by both

sides in collective bargaining. In we.might even extend the utility of

the idea to. include the possibility that management and unions claim the loyalty

of the workers.who are their eMployees-members by asserting their respective

control over the pay-offs received from the sources of attachment to work. Loyalty

will flow to the management if it can convince workers that management willingly

pays off its employees' in their sources of attachment to work (i.e., ispaternal-

istic). Loyalty will attach to the union if it convinces its members that only

through union action will they be able to achieve adequate payoffs in their valued

sources of attachment to work. 'We should be careful to distinguish, however, be-

tween loyalty to, and militancy by uniOns. A union like the Amalgamated Clothing

Workers of America hangenerated high membership loyalty in its history, but-by

virtue of deep involvement in a great number of nources of attachment to work of

its members, hap not been, for many years, a militant union. /

(5) Finally ;',I want to draw out the conclusion that an interesting false

issue has characteriz d managerial claims in collective bargyining. This is the

issue of management righ In the course of the development of American colleo-
\
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tive bamainin, as well as in capitalist countries of Europe, it was held

.

that the bargaining rights df unions should be limited\since to extend the

subjects of the collective agreement Was to permit unio to invade areas 9f
to

managerial prerogatives. The management stance was to ight union demands

1to broaden the issues over which bargains could be.nego iated on the grounds

that to manage required freedOm of decision in as many areas !as possible. The

obvious result: when the managerial tactic succeeded, was to exacerbate union

militancy since the union. was indeed limited to only a few sources of attachment

to work over which it has bargaining rights. Thus, the insistence on managerial

prerogatives sustained and fortified union militancy because of the special

linkage between number of sources of attachment to work and union militancy.

When it was finally recognized that collective bargainitig could be more rapidly

institutionalized by making the union an active partner in managing the sources

,
\, .

of attachment to work, and union participation was encouraged by managers dis-

cardinr their concern with managerial prerogatives, the militancy of unions mea-

surably declined.- -' ihis has been the history in the USA and in West Germany.

Militancy and Commitment

We .itirrinarize. the argument very simply. Organizational commitment has

as its sociR1 psycho ;optical dimension the positive affect of the individual fOr

the orran17,ation. Comitment also has as its objective dimension.the sources

of attachment to the organizationoThere are very many sources of attachment to

work, the wqrk milieu, tantRbolbrk organization. The more of these that are
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activated, and generate positive affect, the more the individual is com-

mitted to the setting from which they arise.

When a union represents employees of a work organization, union policies

and tactics summarize the,collective will of, its members. The union is more

militant in its relations with- employers, the narrower is the range of sources

of work attachment of its nembers over which it bargains for them. For it is

'only under su.h circumstances that the positive affect of its members toward

the work organization is minimized, permitting them to engage in temporarily

hostile actions toward it.

It might be speculated that in advancedcapitalist economies, and in

economically developed socialist societies, the militancy of labor unions will

decline. Unions''expanding involVement in bargaining over sources of attachment

to work will draw them into higher levels of comatment to the objects 2p.work_

attachmentthe work organization and its working environment. Ultimately, the

degree of involvement in decision making about the sources of attachment to work

will reach a point where it will become difficult to distinguish on functional

mouals between management and union. This may very well lead to the development

comparable to the Yu7odlav Worker Councils where at least. the form exists of

joint eecutive-worker direction o the enterprise. Obviously the union as a

separate organization withers away militancy of the worker representatives

in the Cu...ncils is no yreater than t t of the executives in the bargaining that

2e/
takes place within the Councils.--:,

There have been significant developments in organizational theory that must

surely hEve a hearth on the relationships between two organizationsunions, and
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companies--as they bargain with each other. This analysis has taken the

nature sources of participant's attachment to organizations as a teature

of organizational theory that is relevant to the ,bargaining process, It appears

this is a promising approach that supplements but does not supplant other kinds

of analyses of collective bargaining and union militancy.

I
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Professor of Sociology, School of Social Sciences and Professor of

Administration,' Graduate School of Administration, University of California-

Irvine. This is. a revisiOn. of a paper presented at the First International

Industrial and Labor Relations Conference, Tel Aviv, Israel, January, 1972.
/

This paper was prepared in conjunction wlith ONR Contract NumbenN00014-69-A

0200-9001 (NR 151-315).'Repraduction in whole or in part is permitted. for any

purpose6of the United States. Government.

'Clark Kerr and Abraham Siegel, "The Interindustry Propensity to Strike -

An International Comparison," Ch. 14 in Arthur Kornhauser, Robert Dubin and

Arthur Ross (eds.). Industrial,Conflict (New York: McGraw-Hill, 1954) .0111.00-......**I.P

gibe socialist,positiorlwas given prominence in Karl Marx and Frederick

Engels, Manifesto of the Communisi Party, and has been frequently'restated.since.

3The literatuiie ranges from interpretations of individual leaders, ,like

Saul Alinsky, John Lewis: An Unauthorized 112010" (New York: G.P. Putnam''S

Sons, 1949), to analyses of levels of union leadership as in Sidney M. Peck,

The Rank-and7File Leader (New Haven, Conn.:
t

4
Cf. Thebdore Purcell, The Worker ,Svpe

(Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 195S)

The basic idea of attachment to w

College and University Press, 1963).

ks His Mind on 22E124.1m and Union.

s elat)orated in: Robert Dubin,

"Attachment to Work," Tec4nical Report #2, Individual-Organizational Linkages,

_ Research. Project at the University of California-Irvine, 1971.

The vast literature on motivation for work was put into focus by, the

writings of Fredrick Herzberg (Fredrick Herzberg, Oun.ard Mausner and Barbara B.
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SnydermanI.The Motivation to Workew York: John Wiley & Sons, 1959) to

which there:has been a number of comp\1enentary responses as well as alternative

proposals. The current status of the f'eld ip.succinctly summarized in John

Campbell, Marvin D. Dunnette, &Ward Lawler, III, and Karl Weick, Managerial

BehaviOn Performance and Effectiv- es(' (New York: McGrawaili, 1970) chapter 15..

Underling all models of motivation for work is the assumption that motivation

to work is a positive affectiire state. The emphasis.on attachment to work is

parallel to Durkheim's concept of "organic solidarity", the social linkage's among

persOhs and groups performing interdependent Work. "Attachment" includes inter-;

dependence in the Durkheimian sense,. but in addition encompasses self- conscious

attention to any feature of an environment lonsidered important by the individual.

77nis has been amply demonstrated in unpublished studies by the author of

3,000 British industrial workers aril two additional studies of American industrial

. workers.

8Cf. Charles. R. Walker,. Toward the Autamatic F4etjqa (New Haven:- Yale
4

University Press, .1957) and Floyd C. Mann and L. Richard Hoffrran, Automation

and. the Worker (New York:- Henry Holt, 1960).

9Mere seems to be a genuine'unwillingpess among analysts to .give up their

.

own con fitment to the Protestant ethic about work aryl to project ,isimilar orienta

tions onto workers. The consequence is a reluctance to distinguish between in-

difference and alienation. The break away from this tradition ?rill be found. in

for example, Robert i3iauner, Alienation and Freedom (ChicagO: University of Chicago

Press, 1964) and Robert Dubin, "Industrial Workers' Worlds: A Study of the "Central

b
ti
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Life interests' of 77...1.r4i.iki ''!7,ocia1 Problems 3:131-142 (1956).
. .

1
°There have iNeee numerous acts of ullialmilitancy directed at govern-

mental policies, such as wares polic:!es, that have exerted considerable force

pr. ppvernmentalpolicy,makers.

, 11
. Cf. Kurt Lewin, FieldIlfsa in Social Science (New York: Harper &

Bros., 1951).

12
Cf. Roberto Michels, Five Lecturep.ozz (Minneapolis:

University of annesota Press, 3,959).

13
As in the Workers Councils of Yugoslavian industry.

14
The trend has been -analyzed in somewhat different terms as a product of

broad ihstitutionalization of industrial relations in Robert Dubin, "Industrial

Conflict: The Power of Prediction," Industrial and Labor Relations Review, 13:

352-363 in which predictions made twelve years earlier. are evaluated.

15Exemplified in Harold WilenSky, Intellectuals in Labor Unions (New York:

The Free Press, 1956):

16,.L.
early a feature of the national labor.policips in Great Britain and

/the'U.It6d States where limit's on ner:Otiated wage Increases have been set in

relation to the increases in labor productivity. /.

17..e:;otiated ces ard welfare benefits become the abjectly: and

logica :',Astiftcation for increastir; cares to-eoruiers as .'any make

clear (b!lilding industry and truckins; are obvious U.S. examples).

13
Revaled indirectly :;hen ouestions asked in research m worker orien-

tation s in Soviet social Idience are exmained.. For example, A.A. Zvorikine,

"Theore,;1,a1 7oundations'of the Social Processes Control," paper presented at the
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VII World Congress'of arrea, 197, lists worker response

to questions about: "satisfaction with Canteen function," "satisfaction with

work of kiridergartens," "satisfaction with the cultural actiVities," "datisfac--,

Lion with the flat [apartment] accamodation," and; "satisfaction with-the-mediCal

service at the enterprise."

19C f. Fredrick Harbison and Charles A. Myers, n.r12.2.2.2.11in the Industrial

Worl. (New York: l'IbGraw-Hill, 1959), Ch. 13, "Management in Japan."

20
Raert Dubin, "Work and Non-Work: Institutional Perspectives," Ch.. 7 in

i. Dunnette Worl: and Non-Work in the Year 2Q01 (:Monterey, Ca.: Broks/

Cole in press) in which the idealof.the "foCal institution".is elaborated with

specific reference to the work institution. .

1Lewin, gp. cit.

.self-actualization see Abraham H. Maslow, MLancLpsaottvatiornal,

(New Fork: Harper 1954) 2 and on job design and.job enlargement see

/

Vict

i

r H. Vroom, 'dark and Y,otivation (New York: Wiley. and Sores, '1964) and Fred-

rick-Verzberr,, ,v_'rk and the Nature of Man (Cleveland: World PUbliahedpo. 1966) r

5q. .

.6-1listad:-.ut, the labor fedaration of Israel, is faSeinating example where

the total_ work sinstitutien is organized within a single organization, Histadrut

beinp- the enrover of about 25;:, of the work. force in its own enterprises. The labor

union side of Histadrut may occasionally pursue strictly trade union goals with

sone. militancy. The extensive number of sources of attachment to the work insti-

*tutIon., 1..:luJing the fuhctions of :listadrut to promote national growth and survi-

val, makes militancx by merbers acainst it generally, unlikely.
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121!;-,-nnces of' union-fri-magement, ccweration are to be found

ineftcumstances wher.: work or the work organization itself is threatened and

the union is 4riven into cooperation in-order to preserve Jobs. There are many

4
cases reported in theAmpican literature going back to union - company cooperation

in the repair shops of the Baltimore and Ohio-railroad and covering a series of
Is

'fifteen case studies published by the National Planning Association starting 1'i..

1949._

4.)Richani A. Lestr, has suggested: ."...the Amalgamated Clothing and the

International Ladies' Garment Workers, have been most conservative in their 4.

mand and behavior in the 1940's and 1950's. Both unions have been practically

'strike free since World War:r.II have foregone wage increases for periods of
- .

two or. three years." As Unions Mature (Princeton: Princeton University Press,

O

This kind of conclusion is all the more remarkable since both

A. tiunions ilad oricirs ..n the socialist movement. ,,.,
....

. -...
2o
Tis conclusion rep arding they impact of institutionalization on union..

rlilitancy bc.cause of joint involvement-in sources of attachment to work was

,

. .

elatorato6 im. Robert Dubin, WorkinoL122ion :;',[legoalLE2lations (EnglewOod Cliffs,
___...............,.

1 J , ch. 7.

1Cf. The entire issue of Inlustrial Relations, vol. 9, no 2 (February,

197)) which is ;-,tiro ted to a symposium on workers' participatii?n,in management.
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